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Editorial 


Why All The Fuss About Evolution? 


‘Christianity has fought, still fights, and will continue to 
fight science to the desperate end over evolution, because 
evolution destroys utterly and finally the very reason Jesus’ 
earthly life was supposedly made necessary. Destroy Adam 
and Eve and the original sin, and in the rubble you will find the 
sorry remains of the Son of God. If Jesus was not the redeemer 
who died for our sins, and this is what evolution means, then 
Christianity 1s nothing.’ 

(G. RICHARD BOSARTH, ‘The Meaning of Evolution’, 
American Atheist 20, Sept. 1979, p.30. Quoted in Creation Ex 
Nihilo Vol.11 No.4, Sept.-Nov. 1989). 

The Biblical Creation Society exists because of the truth of 
the above. One use of the Creation Manifesto is in distilling 
out of Scripture the essential doctrines that show where 
‘Theistic Evolution’ undermines the Gospel. Time and time 
again statements such as that above show that unbelievers are 
fully aware of the roots and results of evolutionary thought. 
Too many of our influential theologians are still blind to this 
though. We must pray for their eyes to be opened. 
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Bishop Ussher (1581-1656), like most Christians of his 
day, believed the Genesis account of creation to be literal. 





Science vs Religion? 


As always though we must point out that we are not fighting 
science. Even when people stop short of accepting the Gospel, 
having read creationist literature, they often come to realise 
that Evolutionism is not part of science. It is a religion, in that 
it attempts to account for Ultimate Origins. Unfortunately # 
has to proceed by the speculations of fallible human minds, 
rather than by revelation from an all-powerful and all-know- 
ing God. One’s religion has to tell one where the material 
universe has come from, and also where the rules upon which 
itis based came from. Currently secular faith rests in versions 
of ‘The Big Bang’, the rules of Quantum Mechanics and 
Relativity. The latter are religiously regarded as eternal. 

Since we have not been practising science long enough to 
observe the progressive formation of a planet and then the 
appearance of life upon it, (nor will we ever do so), we have 
to classify those same events in our own past as unique, 
unrepeated transients. Those who work in the rigorous core 
sciences are only too well aware that much of the useful 
information about a transient event fades away quickly as a 
System settles towards what is known as the ‘steady state’. 
Thus the idea that ‘the present is the key to the past’ is no 
longer tenable as increasing evidence of transient catastro- 
phism has been acknowledged by secular science. 


Now, what are you doing to make your minister, elders and 
fellow believers aware of these things? Above all, pray daily 
for the wisdom that only the Holy Spirit can give in your 
situation. 


Flood Geology 


‘The Noahic flood and its after effects were responsible for 
the formation of substantial portions of the fossiliferous strata. 
This includes the possibility that some such formations, 
containing the remains of organisms that died in the years 
before the flood, were disrupted, reworked and recemented. 
Equally, regional but large scale catastrophism after the ark 
grounded on Mount Ararat, may also have produced some 
fossilisation, as the reverberations of the initial global event 
subsided over some hundreds of years.’ 

The above is asummary of our deliberations over the matter 
of ‘Flood Geology’ at our autumn strategy meeting. We invite 
comments upon it, in no more than 250 words please. As 
Biblical Creationists, Scripture must have the first and last 
word on the matter. What is certain therefore, is that 

“Every living thing on the face of the earth was wiped out; 
men and animals and the creatures that move along the ground 
and the birds of the air were wiped from the earth. Only Noah 
was left, and those with him in the ark. The waters flooded the 
earth for a hundred and fifty days.” Genesis 7:22-24. 


The Age of The Earth 


With some articles arriving late, and others early, we have 
had the opportunity to include in this issue two works on His- 
torical Geology having implications as to the age of the Earth. 
We must apologise to those who find these articles somewhat 
heavy going. We have received a number of letters agreeing 
with Mr. Bolton’s observations in the last issue (“Correspon- 
dence’ page 18). It 1s important though that there should be 
some means of disseminating Creationist thought at an aca- 
demic level. To ‘get you going’ we have our ‘Creation Starter 
Pack’ which contains samples of our simple ‘Thinking Again’ 
leaflets, which are also available separately. If you have ideas 
for more popular articles in the journal though, please write in, 
as we are here to serve you. (Speaking of ‘we’, the last issue 
went out without due credit to the hard work of Dr. Nancy 
Darrall and Dr. John Peet who complete the temporary edito- 
rial team). 

Although everyone on the BCS committee would not agree 
with everything the geological articles contain, they are pre- 
sented as samples of the wide spectrum of opinion amongst 
Creationists who hold to the Bible as The Word of God. 

The essence of our problem 1s that the Flood in Genesis in- 
extricably weaves together outright miracle, providential 
timing and natural processes. The world looked on and 
mocked for years as ordinary men built the ark, and Noah 
preached righteousness. It has been calculated that the vessel 
was more than big enough to accommodate all the (possibly 
juvenile, and therefore smaller) creatures that were needed to 
preserve the genetic information that has unfolded down to 
this day. But Noah did not go out with nets and traps. The 
animals were supernaturally directed to gather at and enter the 
ark. Neither did Noah have the burden on his conscience of 
closing the door upon the human race. Scripture records that 
God shut him in (Gen. 7:16). As to the coming judgement by 
fire, the work on the ark is finished, and Christ is the doorway 
through which all may enter, for a little while yet. 








News of Creation 


Day Conference in Surrey 


The BCS will be running a day conference at Hook 
Evangelical Church, Surbiton, Surrey, on Saturday the 
27th of January, 10:30 till 4:30. 

There will be three main speakers. 


Rev. Jonathan Stephen - A Biblical Look at Early 
Civilisations 

- Human Biology and Evolution 

- Early Man 


Dr. Nancy Darrall 
David Tyler 


Seminars, catering for all ages and abilities. 


Film 
Peter Butterfield 
David Tyler 
Dr. John Peet 
Dr. Nigel Halliday 


The Genesis Solution 

The Hidden Curriculum 

The Age of the Earth 

Chemical Origins of Life 

Biblical Creation and Green Issues 


Car parking will be in a nearby school. Light refreshments 
will be available, but please bring your own lunch. Please 
write to PO Box 22, RUGBY, CV22 7SY for more infor- 


mation and a map showing how to find the church. 








European Conference 


The Fourth European Creationist Congress is to be held in 
Germany next summer. The dates are the 22nd to the 25th of 
August 1990, and the venue is Gut Holemecke, near Iserlohn, 
Hagen and Dortmund. The common language Is to be English, 
and the Chairman will be Dr. David Roseveare of the Creation 
Science Movement (CSM). The host group, Wort und Wissen 
{Bible and Science) will be organising a visit to Dr. Joachim 
Scheven’s Creationist Museum at Hagen. 

Booking is being coordinated by the CSM at 50 
Brecon Avenue., Portsmouth, PO6 2AW. 


Day Conference in Manchester October 1990 


The BCS will be running a day conference in the Manches- 
ter area, at Heaton Moor Evangelical Church, on Saturday 
13th October 1990. Main speakers will include Professor 
John Rendle-Short and Ken Ham (see next news item). 





The Back to Genesis Tour 1990 


Those who have seen the film (and video) ‘The Genesis 
Solution’ (see Origins 2:6 for a review) will know of Ken 
Ham. If you have read the book ‘Man: Ape or Image?’ you 
will be familiar with Professor John Rendle-Short. The two 
works have the common aim of awakening Christians to the 
foundational importance of Genesis to the Gospel. Creation- 
ism can seem to be just an obsession of Christians who are 
scientists, or abstract theologians, if the relevance to ordinary 
church members and their families is not clearly and simply 
expounded. In October 1990 Ken and the Professor will be 
touring the UK doing just that, wherever they are invited. 

The venture is being coordinated by Mr. Graham Scott, at 
PO Box 770, Highworth, Swindon, Wilts., SN6 7TU. 

So far there are plans to visit Capernwray Hall in the 
Northwest, Belfast, Edinburgh, Manchester (BCS Day Con- 
ference), the East Midlands and the Metropolitan Tabernacle 
in London. It is very much a faith-mission, and Mr. Scott 
would be glad to receive any donations in support of the work. 
The greatest priority as always though is to elicit consistent 
spiritual support, and so please contact him if you would like 
to receive the tour prayer-letter. Any cheques may be made 
payable to ‘B.T.G.T. 1990.’ 




















Rocks and Scripture: 


Where Does the Answer Lie? 


Michael Garton 


Essential Foundations 


For a number of years, some Christians involved in crea- 
tion research in North America, Germany, Australia and the 
UK have voiced ideas in geology which have challenged the 
popular creationist viewpoint. These ideas are to be presented 
inaseries of articles, beginning in this first article by establish- 
ing a sound theological foundation. Whilst it is issues like the 
dinosaurs which raise immediate interest, we cannot consider 
them without doing some homework first. We must read our 
Bible carefully. 


The Flood is the Issue 


Progress involves change, but change is not always easy to 
accept. Ina series of articles, I will attempt to set forth ideas 
which may appear radical. Nonetheless, they are ideas which 
I think we must embrace as our understanding of both the 
Bible and nature develop. We can come to the point of seeing 
creationist predictions verified in geology, but only when we 
start from better theological models. In this article, I will show 
that there is considerable scope for improving these models. 
I will not only demonstrate that this does not mean an attack 
on the Bible, but also suggest that popular explanations of 
flood geology actually incorporate extra-Biblical assump- 
tions which Scripture dictates are untenable! 

I will also criticise the much vaunted scientific method, and 
then take this further in a later article, after our theology is on 
a secure footing. This article will conclude with Scriptures 
which point the way forward to the geological re-evaluation in 
the next part. My focus throughout will be the Noahic Flood: 
it is to this that Scripture draws attention in these last days 
before the return of the Lord Jesus Christ. 

To some, these views will be threatening. From the outset, 
it would be helpful to state two conclusions which I find to be 
inescapable from Scripture. Firstly, the earth can only be of 
the order of thousands of years old. Secondly, the Flood of 
Noah was a judgement of global extent. 


Facing up to Error — In Science and Theology 


The Bible, God’s word, is inerrant. However, we necessar- 
ily work from our understanding and application of it; this is 
our theology. I do not wish to introduce uncertainty, but we 
have to acknowledge that our theology is not wholly correct. 
Diagrammatically, 


BIBLE Inerrant, can be completely known 
| 
THEOLOGY Human understanding of the Bible 


In matters of faith, such as the bodily resurrection of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, Scripture itself declares that our theology 
is inerrant (1 Corinthians 15). However, in going beyond 
Scripture we cannot claim inerrancy. In the account of the 
flood in the days of Noah, Scripture states that “all the high 
mountains under the whole heaven were covered” (Genesis 
7:19). This is unequivocal truth. However, if I begin to make 
statements concerning what animals and men did during the 
flood, but before they perished (an area where Scripture is 
silent), neither younorI canclaim inerrancy. As you will see, 
this will be acentral challenge of this article. If 1 do challenge 
your views in such an instance, note that I have not challenged 


the Bible, only what you may see as a necessary consequence 
of what you read there, ie a consequence of your theology. 
In matters of science, by contrast to our possession of the 
whole revelation of God in the Bible, our observations are 
never complete. We observe what we see and we then interpret 
our findings. This combination of activities is called science. 
However, since our observations are never complete, this 
must introduce some uncertainty into science. The actual 
situation is worse than this and errors fall into three groups. 


1. Incomplete observations 


Anexample of this is the deduction by Lord Kelvin that the 
earth is losing heat. Assuming that the earth started from a 
molten state, he calculated that it would have cooled to its 
present temperature in less that 40 million years (Holmes, 
1978), too young for conventional geology. At the time 
(1897) he did not appreciate that there were radio-active 
elements within the earth that could generate heat and so he 
did not complete the necessary observations. 


2. Incorrectly interpreted observations 


Once the existence of radio-activity was known, it was 
possible to envisage a fuel in the sun that would last for billions 
of years. By ignoring certain assumptions, or by being 
unaware of them, it is then possible for scientists to claim that 
observations prove that the solar system must be billions of 
years old. This is an example of incorrect interpretation. 


3. Wrong observations 


As an example of this category, we could cite a popular 
creationist view which attempts to discredit each dating method 
derived from the decay of radio-activity. Such criticism 
attempts to emphasise different errors in each dating method, 
or highlight certain spurious results, whilst ignoring a vast 
bank of observation and related data. Commenting on this, 
Time Magazine well said that such an “argument is a bit like 
claiming that because some trains are cancelled or run away 
off schedule, the basic timetable is totally inaccurate” (Pierce, 
1981). 


The Seed of Error, Sir Francis! 


So far, [have kept theology and science apart, but we must 
be careful how far we go down this road. Sir Francis Bacon 
(1561-1626), often acclaimed as the founder of the scientific 
method, was correct when he said that there are two books, 
‘The Book of Nature’ and the Bible, and that there is ‘no 
enmity between God’s Word and His Works.’ However, in 
this separation there is a problem. It must be erroneous to say 
that there is any human endeavour that is not subject to 
correction from the Bible. Statements in the Bible about 
nature must be in harmony with what is actually there. 
However, we interpret the Bible - this is our theology - and we 
observe and interpret the book of nature - our science. This 
means that there is some enmity between theology and science 
and, further, because science will never be complete, there 
always will be disagreement. 

The Bible makes statements which concern nature and, 
therefore, there must be some interaction between theology 
and science. Bacon may have been prepared to embrace this. 
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Interaction of the ‘““Two Books” 


I doubt it, especially if he was writing to protect scientists from 
persecution by ‘the church.’ In my judgement, he certainly 
did not grasp the extent to which the interplay of science and 
theology is essential. Scientists following him have aban- 
doned it altogether, evangelical Christians included. Such 
interaction is most likely to occur in the historical sciences 
(geology, archaeology). Bacon’s work is taken as divorcing 
science and theology. All science is thus taken to be totally 
self-correcting, as more discoveries are made. This is “elevat- 
ing human wisdom to a status it ought not to have” (Tyler, 
1988). Moreover, as I will illustrate in the last section, God 
has expressly sought to keep us from making just this error in 
geology. 

The diagram shows the ‘two book’ approach of the Bible 
and nature. On the left side is the Bible, derived from which 
comes our understanding of the actual words, pure theology if 
you like. At this level there should be little reason for error. 
As examples, Jesus rose bodily from the dead and the fact of 
the Flood. 

Occasionally, on more peripheral issues, our ‘pure theol- 
ogy’ can be inerror. Consider the interpretation that the Bible 
says the earth is flat. Scientific conclusions must be allowed 
to challenge our theology. Does the Bible really say that the 
earth is flat? However, it is not so much ‘pure theology’ that 
science interacts with, but with theological models. These 
models are derived from ‘pure theology’ by adding reasonable 
assumptions. What, forexample, do you think the animals and 
men did once the Flood started, but before they perished? Do 


you imagine that they ran up the mountains to escape the rising 
waters? This is a theological model: a mixture of Scripture 
and reasonable inferences from Scripture. Science can chal- 
lenge these theological models. Our models, our science or 
both may have to be re-evaluated as a result. 

On the right hand side of the diagram is the scientific view 
derived from observing and interpreting the book of nature. 
Immediately we have problems. The book of nature is not 
completely open as our observations are incomplete. Further, 
we are all aware that observers introduce bias - we see what we 
are looking for - and we can wrongly interpret what we 
observe! Uncertainty is written into science. There has to be 
a place for theological interpretations and models to challenge 
science. 

In particular, correct theology is but one step from the 
Bible, but ‘correct’ science is two steps distant from nature: 
the first step is observation and the second, interpretation of 
these observations. If the observations seem to be correct and 
are apparently interpreted correctly, then what is commonly 
known as science emerges. However, because of the essential 
interaction of theology and science, at this stage interpretation 
must be checked by our theological model (e.g. of, despite the 
apparent correctness of the scientific method, the conclusion 
is that there was no Flood, the scientific interpretation must be 
re-evaluated). When theological models and science are 
checked against each other, the result is ‘corrected science,’ 
which will be in harmony with theological models. 

Each generation, then, has a responsibility under God to 
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effect a synthesis of its theology and its science, always 


mindful that its theology is in part extra-Biblical and its - 


science is far from complete. I want to emphasise that there 
ought to be much less room for error in Flood theology than 
in historical science. Unfortunately, amongst the excellent 
work creationists have done, some incorrect theology has 
crept in. Some biassing of observations followed, and special 
interpretations had to be embraced in developing a Flood 
model. These errors can be exposed by correct theological 
models, and sometimes by ‘corrected science.’ 

For any particular generation, “corrected science’ is thus 
science formulated from observations which are judged indis- 
putable and which have been interpreted in accord with the 
guidelines the Lord has given us for matters which we cannot 
prove. This is the true scientific method. In particular, I 
understand that scientific interpretation cannot automatically 
assume that any present day process or scientific law has 
remained unchanged since the beginning of the creation. Such 
corrected science can then be used to challenge incorrect 
Flood models and this will be illustrated in subsequent ar- 
ticles. First, Ineed to justify my criticism of popular theologi- 
cal models of the Flood. 


If You Didn't Listen to Noah, You Didn't Last Very 
Long 


A simple, but careful, look at just a few passages of 
Scripture will necessitate a considerable re-evaluation of 
popular creation ideas and save much further research in 
misguided directions. My first thesis is that the Flood came 
suddenly. I very much doubt if any air-breathing creature 
survived much beyond the first day and, without equivoca- 
tion, all were dead within forty days. The Lord Jesus empha- 
sised that the event began suddenly. He likened it to the day 
that fire and brimstone suddenly rained upon Sodom (Luke 17 
: 28,30,36) and also to the suddeness of His return: 

“But as the days of Noah were, so shall the coming of the 
Son of Man be. For, as in the days that were before the Flood, 
they were eating and drinking and giving in marriage, until the 
day that Noah entered into the ark and knew not until the Flood 
came and took them all away; so shall the coming of the Son 
of Man be.” (Matthew 24 : 37-39). Eliphaz speaks in a similar 
vein: 

‘Hast thou marked out the old way which wicked men have 
trodden? Which were cut down out of time, whose foundation 
was overthrown with a Flood.” (Job 22 : 15-16). * 

A sudden start to the Flood is also emphasised by the 
precise dating of the beginning of the event. “In the 600th year 
of Noah’s life, in the second month, the 17th day of the month, 
the same day were all the fountains of the great deep broken 
up and the windows of heaven were opened.” (Genesis 7: 11). 
That was a sudden beginning! Very heavy rain can be 
frightening and disorientating. But this was no ordinary rain. 


Moses does not say it was as if the windows of heaven were 
opened, but that the windows of heaven were opened. This 
emphasises the violence of the rain which continued for forty 
days (Genesis 7 : 4). Anyone who has been caught out in a 
monsoon rain knows this is no time for clear thinking. Rain 
of the magnitude described here surely makes any sort of 
travel near impossible. Every living creature outside of the ark 
was immediately in apitiful condition and this without consid- 
ering the implications of the sudden breaking up of all the 
fountains of the great deep (Genesis 7: 11). If this sets the 
scene for the plight of those who were perishing, we must now 


see that they died quickly. It was to be a flood of waters that 
would destroy all flesh (Genesis 6 : 17) and, strictly speaking, 
the Flood itself lasted forty days (Genesis 7 : 17). 

It is clear that the ensuing passage, Genesis 7 : 17-23, is an 
emphatic, solemn description of the extent and magnitude of 
the forty days of the Flood, with extraordinary emphasis and 
repetition of what died in those days, concluding “... and only 
Noah remained, and they that were with him in the ark.” 
(Genesis 7 : 23). The narrative continues by saying that the 
waters prevailed upon the earth for 150 days, that is, the initial 
forty days of the Flood proper (when all flesh died) and a 
further 1 10 days making 150 days in total. Genesis 8 : 1-3 then 
gives a summary of what happened after the violence of the 
first forty days, up until day 150. After the forty days, the 
waters were assuaged and the windows of heaven were 
stopped, etc. This ‘assuaging of the waters’ (Hebrew: shakak) 
is not well translated in modern versions, where it is rendered 
as “going down.” Rather, the violent going and returning of 
the waters (Hebrew of Genesis 8 : 3) was calmed. Compare 
the use of the same word describing the wrath of King Ahasu- 
erus: “his wrath was appeased” (Esther 2 : 1; 7: 10). The 
picture is one of the waters becoming calmer after the initial 
forty days, again strong support for the notion that all flesh had 
perished in those first forty days. 

The simplest and most reasonable understanding of the de- 
scription is that all flesh died in the violent waters of the first 
forty days. It is only my speculation that nothing lasted even 
this long. It is difficult to envisage, with every mountain 
covered and waters prevailing exceedingly exceeding (Gene- 
sis 7 v.19, a rare Hebrew doubling used for emphasis), how 
any air-breathers could have survived this initial period. In 
summary, I conclude that all air-breathers died quickly, within 
forty days, whilst it was still raining and the waters approach- 
ing, or at, their maximum. When we develop the geological 
consequences of this conclusion, the implications will be seen 
to be profound. 

I would like to state that any Flood model which envisages 
animals migrating to higher ground to escape the rising Flood 
waters is envisaging an extremely unlikely scenario. It will be 
left to geology to put the final nail in the coffin of this popular, 
but theologically most unlikely, view. 


In the Drink or Stuck at the Bottom? The Implications 
for the Olive Leaves 


The Flood narrative contains a number of simple state- 
ments which are of great scientific importance. Some Biblical 
passages are poetic and one must be careful of attempting to 
abstract technical information from this. This description can 
scarcely be applied to the Flood account, which records such 
a wealth of detail. 

Let us consider some of the detail in the text and its 
implications. The ark must have been afloat for much longer 
than is usually envisaged. But what happened to the ark after 
the initial 150 days? By this time, the waters were assuaged, 
which we saw meant calmed. The ark then rested. Despite 
popular assumption, I do not think this can mean that the ark 
was grounded on Mount Ararat at this time, but, rather, that it 
was afloat until much later. 

After the ark rested on day 150, the waters decreased 
continually for 74 days before the tops of the chief mountains 
are recorded as being visible, on the first day of the tenth 
month. The absence of the mountains until this time cannot be 
because they were previously in mist. Such observer language 








would not make sense as Noah could not see out until he 
removed (much later) the covering (Genesis 8 : 13). 

How are we to understand this sudden appearance of the 
mountains? 3 

There are three possibilities: 

1. The ark had grounded, but the waters only went down by 
the draught of the ark in the following 74 days, after which the 
chief mountains emerged. This would mean that the waters 
went down by less than six inches each day, an absurdly slow 
rate of decrease of the waters. 

2. The ark had grounded on the highest peak, others becom- 
ing visible-over a 74 day period, and the Lord chose a certain 
day to note that several mountain peaks were now visible. 
This is hardly the obvious meaning. Precise observation is 
implied by the text “in the tenth month, on the last day of the 
month, were the tops of the mountain seen.” (Genesis 8 : 5). 

3. The ark never grounded after this initial 150 days: it was 
still afloat but at rest. The waters perhaps decreased rather 
more on a certain day - the beginning of the tenth month - and 
the tops of the chief mountains emerged. I favour this 
alternative and the Hebrew permits the meaning of the ark 
“rested upon” the mountains of Ararat to take the sense, not of 
grounding, but “rested over, or above” the mountains off 
Ararat. To say otherwise is to demand that Ararat was the 
highest mountain. If it was, why is the ark recorded as resting 
upon the mountains of Ararat and not on what was the tallest 
mountain, whilst others remained below the water? No, the 
“mountains of Ararat” describes a region, above which the 
floating ark rested. 





The third alternative explains why Noah sent out the birds. 
The ark was floating, but at rest, in calm waters. He could not 
see out (Genesis 8 : 13). After the tops of the mountains had 
been visible for forty days, Noah must have been wondering 
whether the waters had indeed gone down. Still afloat in calm 
water, he had no way of assessing whether the water was going 
down. It was only by sending out the birds that he could find 
out if there was land anywhere. Also, this explains why he 
waited a month after the dove finally left him before removing 
the covering and seeing for himself. Remember that the dove 
had brought back a fresh plucked olive leaf. With this in hand, 
Noah knew land was exposed somewhere close by, but he may 
well have still been afloat for some further days after the bird 
left. 

Only when he was certain it was all over (and the ark at last 
grounded) would he dare remove the covering and see for 
himself. This, by the way, places the ark on much lower 
ground and not up a mountain. 


Now consider some biology. When the dove was first sent 
out to see if the waters were abated, she found no resting place 
for her foot (the ark was still floating on my understanding). 
A week later, the same bird found an olive leaf. The waters had 
gone down in a week and land became accessible for her near 
the ark. Noah must still have been afloat or why would he need 
an Olive leaf to tell him that the waters had abated? If he was 
grounded by this time, the water could only be as deep as the 
draught of the ark (about 7 m) and he would thus have known 
the waters had gone down. The waters went down quickly. In 
less than a week, land emerged close to the ark and an olive 
shoot sprouted. Here is just a hint of rapid biological processes 
immediately after the Flood: the speed of plant propagation. 


Who Has This Unlearned Fisherman Been With? 


The discussion above leads us to consider a final Scripture 
which has great implications for the rates of processes in the 
past, 2 Peter 3. This Scripture also confirms the earlier 
discussion about the necessary interaction of science and 
theology, which God has lovingly reminded us that we must 
exercise. The author expressly warns us that scoffers will 
come in the last days, choosing to be ignorant of what the 
Scriptures say about the Flood. Behind the warning is the 
inference that if we ignore the Word of God, it might appear 
that there was no Flood. Evangelical Christians in the last 
century ignored this warning when they divorced science 
from Scripture as they pursued human wisdom. What a state 
geology and evolutionary theory are in as aresult! Witness the 
recent upheavals in both disciplines. 

Peter is more specific yet. In the context of the Flood, the 
error is to assume that “since the Fathers fell asleep, all things 
continue as they were from the beginning of the creation” (2 
Peter 3 : 4). “Fathers” refers to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and 
sometimes Jacob’s sons, or to those under Moses leadership. 
The incorrect assumption is, therefore, that all things have 
continued unchanged since these people died. Not so! Even 
the age at which Abraham died (175) should be a red flag, 
warning biologists to take heed. It should also be remembered 
that those who lived before Abraham lived even longer. I 
deduce from this that the extrapolation of any process, or rate 
of process (e.g. rate of growth or rate of radioactive decay) 
prior to “the Fathers” must be conducted with extreme care 
and questioned at every step. 


Understanding Rocks and Scriptures Together 


Here, then, is a foundation upon which to build a Flood 
model. Some rather surprising consequences can then be 
developed as observations from rocks are allowed to interact 
with sound theology. It will be in further articles, God willing, 
that we can try and face the detailed issues, such as where do 
the dinosaurs and the frozen mammoths fit into the scheme of 
things. I also hope to answer the following question: “When 
was the rock under your house formed and where was Noah at 
that time?” 
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The Geological Record of Biblical Earth History 


Joachim Scheven 


(A glossary of technical terms is included at the end of the 
article). 


The Complementarity of Revelation and Science 


If we attempt to link the findings of empirical geological 
research with the Bible, our first task is to make ourselves 
familiar with what the earth has been like during the several 
phases of its Biblically recorded history. An initial time 
division would be Creation (the formative period), the time 
between the Fall and the onset of the Flood (a period not 
accounted for geologically) and the time since the Flood (our 
present world). 

Some Christian scholars, in applying their geological know!I- 
edge of the world as it is today, have postulated that the 
formative period of the earth must have been vastly longer 
than the revealed six times 24 hours. Further, they propose 
that living conditions on the pre-Flood earth were basically 
similar to those of the present and that the existing distribution 
of continents and ocean basins, as well as the pattern of 
geological deposits across the globe can have nothing to do 
with Noah’s Flood. Proponents of these views argue that the 
Bible does not claim to be a scientific textbook and that its 
statements on origins are therefore not to be taken literally. 

The Bible is indeed not a scientific textbook. If it were, we 
had no need of it. The Word of God condescends to commu- 
nicate information to us which we cannot find for ourselves. 
In certain matters we depend upon Divine revelation. Other 
subjects are quite within the reach of our learning. Is it much 
wonder that the Bible is silent about these things? Man’s 
intellect is sufficient to work them out for himself if it is borne 
in mind that the whole man must first have been brought under 
the obedience of Christ (2 Corinthians 10:5). 

Statements on origins cannot, of course, be tested with 
scientific methods, whether they be human speculations or 
uttered by the mouth of God. Revealed conditions on the 
primeval earth that are believed as facts, can therefore never 
become scientifically established insights. Thus, although the 
revealed conditions are not capable of geological proof, they 
are certainly capable of geological confirmation. 


Geological Remnants of Creation 


If a geologist retraces the formative steps of Creation, he 
has to acknowledge that an omnipotent God was at work. 
“And God said ... and it was so” (Genesis 1:19). Many 
Precambrian rock layers bear witness to their truly cata- 
strophic formation, the details of which cannot be spread 
before the reader here. One instance is the enigmatic series 
of fossilised algae-like organisms (stromatolites) in certain 
Precambrian rocks. Some of these only bear a remote resem- 
blance to the stromatolitic growth in the later strata of the 
Phanerozoic. These are often quoted as evidence for ex- 
tremely prolonged time spans operating during that “dawn of 
life’’ but are far better placed with God’s supernatural dividing 
work on the third day of Creation than with the concepts of 
geologists whose reasonings are wedded to the philosophy of 
uniformitarianism. 


In order to describe the geological changes brought about 
by the Flood, we need to know, first of all, what the earth 
looked like prior to its temporary destruction. Again, our 
primary source of information is the Bible. Unless we ac- 
knowledge that this is so, all geological interpretations of the 
past are likely to dissolve in never-ending speculation. For 


this reason, God will destroy the wisdom of the wise and will 
bring to nothing the understanding of the prudent (1 Corinthi- 
ans 1:19). 


Life Conditions on the Former World 


The pre-Flood world, contrary to the present one, was not 
covered with oceans that are linked together around the 
continents and bespeckled with islands. God called the gath- 
ering together of the waters “Seas”. Whereas today all the land 
masses are surrounded by the one universal sea, the “Seas” of 
Genesis 1:10 were surrounded by one contiguous. land sur- 
face. The life-supporting surface of the globe, according to 
Genesis 1 must have been a multiple of what itis today! Many 
now extinct organisms could easily have co-existed in those 
days. Likewise, seas being isolated from each other could 
have accommodated a much greater diversity of life commu- 
nities than that of which they are capable now. The extremely 
rich fossil record confirms the ecological possibilities that the 
pre-Flood physiography of our earth must have offered. 
There is really no need to envisage the earth having been 
populated with creatures over successive “ages” in the sense 
of historical geology. 

Another important difference between the pre-Flood condi- 
tions on earth and the present concerns the water cycle. The 
statement that God had not yet caused it to rain upon the earth 
(Genesis 2:5) is valid until the announcement of His intention 
to cause it to rain (Genesis 6:4). Instead, the pre-Flood earth 
was watered from below. “Now a river went out of Eden to 
water the garden, and from there it parted and became four 
riverheads” (Genesis 2:10), encompassing whole countries. 
At this stage, we will dwell on one aspect only. 

If there was no rain before the Flood then there was no 
erosion that could have washed sand etc. into the seas. 
Consequently, there was no deposition of any kind. This 
being so, no geological work can have been accomplished 
between the Fall and the outbreak of the Flood: neither 
erosion, nor deposition, nor volcanism (as we shall see), nor 
mountain-building activities, nor, of course, any entombment 
and lithification of fossils can have taken place. 

Further, if there was no atmospheric precipitation there 
cannot have been a “climate” in the modern sense, 1.e. the 
complicated interaction of air humidity and pressure resulting 
sometimes violent discharges on our present world. The 
formation of rain depends upon the presence of condensation 
nuclei in the air, predominantly made up from salt and smoke. 
It is inconceivable that any of these were present in rain- 
producing quantities in the pre-Flood atmosphere. 


Returning to the water cycle, the gigantic spring in Eden 
could not have flowed perpetually without a permanent sup- 
ply from below. Where did this water come from and which 
mechanism caused it to well up? The Bible is silent on these 
questions because, in the writer’s conviction, the answer lies 
within the reach of human wisdom. Postulating a backflow 
mechanism (“the fountains of the great deep’’) from the two 
polar regions, the waters could have been drawn by centrifu- 
gal force into the equatorial belt. After issuing from the 
Garden again, the water would have initially streamed in a 
westerly direction. Comparable stream cycles can be ob- 
served in modern seas. Subsequently, this body of water 


divided up “into four riverheads” (Genesis 2:10). 


The statement, “a mist went up from the earth and watered 
the whole face of the ground” (Genesis 2:6) can also be 








rendered as follows: “there went up a fountain from the earth”. 
It may be mentioned in passing that “the waters ... above” 
(Genesis 1:7) of the ‘second dividing work’ could have been 
brought into an orbital belt and thus have maintained a 
weightless condition. The lifting of water was, of course, 
through God’s supernatural operation and so was the induce- 
ment to precipitation during the forty days and forty nights of 
the Flood. 

We donot know the chemistry of the pre-Flood water cycle, 
but since the latter 1s said to have watered the entire face of the 
ground (no deserts then!), it cannot have been saline (for the 
derivation of sea salt in present oceans see below.). However, 
its mineral contents could have been, and probably were, 
much richer than the distilled water which the earth receives 
under the present climatic regime (present rainfall also in- 
cludes various atmospheric pollutants! Ed.) 

It is sometimes argued that there cannot have been water 
circulating below dozens of kilometres of crustal rock because 
of the great heat at such depths. The objection vanishes once 
itis realised that the geothermal gradient observed today is not 
a consequence of the slow cooling of a planet that was 
supposedly flung out of a primeval sun. The molten rocks at 
greater depths can be adequately explained by the liberation of 
heat that must have ensued upon the collapse of the crustal 
plates when the original crustal edifice was destroyed. Hence, 





PHANEROZOIC 


He 


it is quite improbable that the “very good” original Creation 
was subject to the effects of volcanism. Beyond the hot upper 
crust, no one knows the temperature of our planet towards the 
centre. 

We have seen that apart from during the formative stages of 
our earth, no geological change whatever may be expected 
prior to the Flood. It follows that all the fossil-bearing strata 
of the Phanerozoic must have been caused by the deluge and 
its after effects. At the cessation of the pre-Flood water cycle 
through Divine intervention (Ezekiel 31:15), a breakdown of 
incomprehensible magnitude, the old economy was com- 
pletely wiped out. The English translation of “I will destroy” 
(Genesis 6:7; 7:4) is an incomplete rendering of a Hebrew verb 
meaning erase, blot out, or wipe out, a word that is used in the 
Old Testament only on these two occasions. Thus God has put 
the inhabitants of the antediluvian face of the earth totally out 
of sight. Ezekiel 31:18 intimates that they were brought down 
“unto the nether parts of the earth”. This also appears to be 
the meaning of the words of our Lord Jesus when He says “‘the 
Flood came and took them all away” (Matthew 24:39). Asa 
consequence of this, we accept that a fossil record of antedi- 
luvian man, including all land animals, is entirely missing. 
This is, of course, in perfect keeping with the unassailable 
palaeontological order which a Biblical earth history does not 
question at all. 


Higher strata 


Lower strata 


The Geological Column 


The Breakdown of the Pre-Flood Economy 


Broadly speaking, the geological events following the 
eruption of the “fountains of the deep” can be grouped into 
three parts: the worldwide formation of synclines (trough-like 
depressions in the earth’s strata) and their filling with huge 
stacks of sediment; the formation and decanting of temporary 
epicontinental seas documented by colonised sea beds and the 
emergence of surfaces with the characteristics of deserts; and 


thirdly a period of violent fracturing, movement and distend- 
ing of the earth’s crust. The first episode corresponds more or 
less to the duration of the Flood (370 days); the second one 
portrays the conditions prevailing on earth until at least the 
birth of Peleg (101 years after the Flood); the third episode 
may have commenced sometime during the second century 
post Diluvium and lasted well into the third, concluding with 
the onset of the Ice Age. 
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The geologically trained reader will immediately recognise 
the familiar partition of the Phanerozoic into the Palaeozoic, 
the Mesozoic and the Tertiary and concede from personal field 
experience that at the junction of the Palaeozoic and the 
Mesozoic there is considerable overlap of fauna and flora. 
This is the mixing of different faunas and floras, of which the 
critics of Biblical Earth History say that it does not exist. One 
notable example is the Palaeozoic Dunkard flora, with its 
Mesozoic admixtures. Another is the transition between 
allochthonous Carboniferous: vegetation (transported and 
deposited during the Flood) and Permian deposits in areas of 
Central Europe where this vegetation subsequently gained a 
foothold. Equally interesting are the intercalating fossil beds 
of Permo-Carboniferous and Triassic species at the junction 
of these two systems in Greenland, in the Salt Range and 
elsewhere. The more familiar alternating of coal seams with 
marine bands can also be mentioned here. Such intercalations 
of index fossils beyond the Triassic system, where a few cases 
are known, are not to be expected in sediments laid down after 
the Flood and indeed, they do not occur there. A mixing of 
fauna and flora could only have occurred with the deposited 
remains of pre-Flood habitats. 

The subject of Palaeozoic reef growth is one of universal 
mystification and confusion. Almost any rock containing 
some potential frame builder (stromatoporoids, corals, bra- 
chiopods and bryozoa) has at one time or other been declared 
to be an autochthonous reef by some worker. The consumers 
of geological literature, the army of uncritical non-specialists, 
have largely settled with the belief that such authentic sea 
floors did exist 400 or 300 million years ago and must 
therefore be given a place in their world view. This is not only 
unbiblical, it is also unnecessary. Whilst it is true that lumps 
of coherent reef frames (eg the Silurian ‘ballstones’) that can 
sometimes reach enormous proportions, may be encountered 
in coral limestone (like the one of Wren’s Nest, near Dudley, 
Wenlock Edge, or the magnificent cliffs of Gotland), it is quite 
certain, on the writer’s personal investigation, that even the 
largest of these lumps (the ‘reef cores’) have been dumped in 
their present position and have not grown in place during 
tranquil periods of hundreds of thousands of years. That this 
is so may be gathered from their caving into the underlying 
sediments, from their sometimes ‘wrong’ orientation and 
from their being draped with neat sediment layers continuous 
over several ‘reef cores’ which precludes the possibility that 
they were formed as the always cited ‘reef talus.’ - 

A fact that has been seldom emphasised in the reports on 
massive Palaeozoic limestone (the “Massenkalk” of German 
literature) is the usual lack of zonation of index fossils. A 
Devonian limestone sheet of 1000 metres thickness, expo- 
sures of which are visible from the writer’s desk while penning 
this article, contains, from bottom to top, the same species, 
either in repetitive layers or concentrated in nests. The whole 
unit, whichis known to occur over 40 km, is neatly layered and 
does not bear the remotest similarity to the fabric of a mound 
of sessile organisms that have built up a genuine reef as it is 
claimed to represent. Layering, except in ballstones, is 
universal in Palaeozoic limestones and unmistakeably points 
to successive transport of material into subsiding areas with- 
out much interruption. This is also evidenced by the monoto- 
nous recurrence of the same fossils. New papers relating to 
Palaeozoic ‘reefs’ and other allegedly long-lasting sea floors 
proliferate like mushrooms. However, the numberless cases 
that have been checked out by the writer have invariably 


turned out to be grossly mistaken or, at least, inconclusive. 

Space forbids the details of all these investigations to be 
discussed and one instance will have to suffice. In order to see 
autochthonous reef fabric, the writer was directed to the 
Silurian-Devonian limestones of the Carnian Alps at the 
Austrian-Italian border. | What had been claimed to be 
coherent reef growth of stromatoporoids etc. turned out to be 
irregular cavities (vugs) lined with fibrous calcites (‘stromat- 
actis’) between loosely packed components of organic origin. 
This construction gave the rock the appearance of having been 
derived from tightly interlocking reef builders. Identical 
structures have also been proposed as evidence for the auto- 
chthonous growth of the Ordovician ‘reefs’ of Dalarna, Cen- 
tral Sweden and the carboniferous limestone ‘reefs’ of Derby- 
shire. In reality, they have nothing to do with frame building 
activities, but are products of petrification. In the limestone 
of the Triassic ‘Wettersteinkalk’ the same structures fill 
spaces between heaps of calcareous dasycladacean algae, 1.e. 
organisms that have no relationship to corals. 

Before dismissing this subject, an explanation must be 
offered for the scattered instances of emergence surfaces in 
Palaeozoic sediments which seem to contradict the view that 
they are exclusively connected with the eruption of the pre- 
Flood subterranean water cycle and were laid down during the 
one year of the Flood. First of all, it must be emphasised that 
there is not a single example on record that an alleged pre- 
Permian sea bottom exists that is covered with barnacles, 
worm tubes, or sessile clams. Omitting the numerous cases 
of trace fossils in successive strata which cannot be compared 
to modern sea floors at all, we are left to deal with true surface 
structures, notably desiccation marks, efflorescence (and ac- 
cumulation) of salt and algal coating. Palaeozoic rocks 
showing these features belong invariably to platform sedi- 
ments deposited in shallow water and carrying little or no 
overburden of Palaeozoic origin. In the context of the Flood 
events this would mean that these sediments spilt beyond the 
main subsiding basins where they lay bare for some time after 
the 370 days and were thus destined to develop features that 
are missing from their synclinal counterparts. 

In various publications over the last 10 years, the writer has 
drawn attention to the fact that the Carboniferous coal meas- 
ures were originally floating forests. Detailed evidence for 
this, therefore, need not be given here. We shall merely assess 
the explanatory value of the Biblical concept for some prob- 
lems of coal geology. 

The autochthonous origin of the carboniferous coal seams 
that is asserted by almost all workers is not supported by the 
accompanying seat earths. The latter clearly represent 
undisturbed petrified sediments laid down around pre-exist- 
ing roots of the coal vegetation: the roots were there before the 
sediment and have not subsequently grown into it. With 
floating forests, this is entirely possible. 

The myriads of root appendages traversing the seat earths 
were originally hollow structures. They could not possibly 
have penetrated the dense clays etc. of which the seat earths 
consist. The richly aerated structures and their radial arrange- 
ment around the main axes point unmistakeably to a floating 
type of vegetation. 

The ‘coal balls’, uncompressed petrified plant material of 
spheroid or lenticular form, may be found throughout the 
whole thickness of the seams in which they occur. Trapped 
water bubbles allowed dissolved chemicals to crystallise in 
the plant cells of the peat (permineralise) and preserve it from 








compression. This proves that the accumulation of the 
organic layer and the transformation of the latter to coal did 
not involve the passage of long ages as required by standard 
geological theories. It is perhaps no coincidence that adher- 
ents of historical geology have neglected the enquiry into the 
formation of coal balls. 

The universal mode of deposition of the Euro-American 
coal forests in repetitive cycles one upon another, is totally 
compatible with a rapid pile-up of floating ecosystems to- 
wards the end of the Flood year when the depressions caused 
by the evacuation of the “fountains of the deep” were filled. 
The classic ‘explanation’, of mysterious oscillations of the 
earth’s crust during 40 million years, on the other hand, is 
actually a blot in the copybooks of the whole geological 
profession. 

We cannot enter here into a discussion of the southern 
counterpart of the Euro-American coal forests in the shape of 
the Glossopteris flora. From the preponderant consent of the 
authorities in the field and from the personal experience of the 
writer, it is clear that this type of coal is also formed from 
allochthonous deposits. There are several reasons for the 
assumption that these two types of floating vegetation were 
originally covering the two polar regions in the pre-Flood 
economy, when there was as yet no “summer and winter”’. 
These seasons are not mentioned until after the Flood (Genesis 
8:22). The significance of the Biblical information with 
regard to the pre-Flood conditions on earth is obvious. 

The close of the Palaeozoic era is marked by a striking 
change in the prevalent sedimentary regime. With the 
“Rotliegendes” of the Lower Permian, the time of continental 
deserts and epicontinental seas is ushered in. It goes without 
saying that the whole face of the earth lay barren after the 
Deluge. Also, it is equally evident that the recolonisation of 
desolate land surfaces and bodies of water was a slow process. 
When tracing the stages of a gradual return, over the last 4000 
years, to the living conditions on our earth with which we are 
familiar, we shall see that the remaining systems of the 
geological column cannot be properly understood, except in 
the context of post-Flood events. 


In the Wake of the Flood 


It appears to have generally escaped the notice of palaeon- 
tologists that the post-Palaeozoic fossil assemblages, more 
particularly the marine assemblages from the Magnesian 
Limestone (the German “Zechstein’”’) onwards, are remark- 
able both for their wealth of specimens and also for their 
poverty in the range of species found. Mass propagation of 
only a few species are always indicative of disturbed ecologi- 
cal conditions. Whole series of such population explosions in 
turn point to an entire ecological succession being in progress. 
This is precisely what would be expected after a world- 
devastating flood. If we make any attempt to visualise how 
the present ecosystems became re-assembled after their de- 
struction, then there is no alternative to the postulation of 
worldwide ‘mega-successions.’ | 

The theory of mega-successions has been developed by the 
writer in another publication. Suffice it here to remind the 
fossil collector of the enormous accumulations of the cylin- 
drical stem pieces (columnals) of one species of crinoid in the 
German Muschelkalk (in contrast to crinoidal limestone of the 
Ordovician or Silurian, that is composed of many species). 
Consider also, the even more astonishing concentrations of 
dasycladacean algae in rocks of the alpine Triassic that were 


piled up into towering massifs from formerly endless shallow 
lagoons. Similarly, we observe the close packing of ammon- 
ites in certain Mesozoic layers and the mass production of 
coccolithophorids that resulted in the voluminous deposits of 
chalk. Each of these represent successive stages through 
which our earth has passed only once. The adherent of 
historical geology is at a loss to account for this one-way 
development and takes recourse to a belief in organic evolu- 
tion. The proponent of Biblical Earth History, on the other 
hand, would be embarrassed if the evidence were otherwise. 

Whereas, as we have already noted, there is not a single 
instance of an early Palaeozoic sea floor overgrown with 
sessile organisms on record, there is abundant evidence for 
temporarily stable conditions in the epicontinental seas from 
the Permian through to the Tertiary. We shall not quote 
examples as this point is not contested by the opponents of 
Biblical Earth History. However, the fact as such is in perfect 
harmony with the concept of mega-successions in post-Flood 
times. 

The chemical changes that went on during the Flood and in 
subsequent stages also require attention. The incomprehen- 
sible amounts of Phanerozoic limestones have patently fixed 
proportionally large amounts of the carbon dioxide that was 
set aside from the atmosphere with the breakdown of the pre- 
Flood carbon cycle. If the Flood did wipe out the much richer 
pre-Flood economy, then such a surplus of carbonate is only 
to be expected. Part of it also went into coal and the fossil 
hydrocarbons. | 

Another interesting change concerns salt. Precambrian salt 
deposits appear to be non-existent. Apart from scattered 
Lower Palaeozoic occurrences that developed on shallow 
platforms soon after the Flood, the great Salt Age sets in with 
the Permian. It is improbable that this rock salt had been 
diverted from the pre-Flood water cycle, since that water 
(according to Genesis 2:6) watered the whole face of the 
ground and consequently, cannot have consisted of brine. On 
the contrary, the salinity of the world’s oceans today seems to 
have been largely supplied through the events of the Flood, the 
more so as the marine environments before the Flood were 
merely confined to “seas”. It follows that salt must have come 
into existence simultaneously with and after the Flood. A 
hypothetical explanation offered here is that the collapse of 
the continental crust led to the worldwide volcanic eruption of 
dolerites and their derivatives which are so prominent among 
the Paleozoic sediments. The chlorine emitted by this 
volcanic activity subsequently dissolved in water to provide a 
major source of salinity. 


It is sometimes claimed that salt domes or walls of up to 
1000 metres height are evidence of the elapse of very long 
periods of time. Salt of this thickness has, of course, been 
Squeezed into such elevations and was originally much thin- 
ner. The most straightforward explanation for the formation 
of salt deposits is through sheet floods that swept the drying 
sand flats of the early post-Flood earth and carried away the 
salt efflorescences that appeared under the scorching sun. 
(Except for the sheet floods, the model works today.) The salt 
crystals were then sorted from the transported sand and 
accumulated in shallow depressions, a work that, theoreti- 
cally, can have been accomplished within a matter of days! 

Another minor example of such chemical changes that 
resulted in unusual types of sediments is seen in the oolite of 
the Jurassic. Oolitic iron ores are not forming anywhere today, 
as is the case with almost all other deposits of extractable 
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mineral resources. 

This is inevitably a much simplified sketch of what hap- 
pened within the first one and a half centuries or so after the 
Flood. A few general geological remarks will now be made 
inconclusion. The vast extent and ubiquitous layering of sedi- 
ments sheets points to subsiding movements of the earth’s 
crust which, on this scale, are totally unknown in historic 
times. No sea in the present time is accumulating sediments 
on its floor in the form of fissile layers. The very accumula- 
tion of these layers betrays powerful processes of erosion 
within very short times. As far as the fossiliferous strata of the 
epicontinental Mesozoic seas are concerned, a gentle, but 
rapid tilting must have occurred and be held responsible for 
the re-sedimentation and final deposition of originally tempo- 
rary sea floors. The rapidity of these post-Flood crustal 


movements excels, by far, the rate of those known today. 
From field evidence, it is therefore quite impossible to deduce 


a duration of the Mesozoic era in excess of 150 years at the 
most. 

The processes of lithification also deserve a closer inspec- 
tion. The hardening of calcareous coastal sea floors is but a 
very incomplete analogy of the multitude of petrifaction 
phenomena met with in the geological record. Fossils are 
always treated as if they were part of nature and could be 
produced under laboratory conditions. However, in reality, 
no one knows this trick. Mineralisation of organic matter 
proceeds universally with the dissolution of the original form 
of the organism (the “return to the ground” decreed in Genesis 
3:19). Every single true fossil is an exception to this rule! 
Fossils are thus pointing to a supernatural interruption of the 
processes of decay brought into operation at the Fall. This 
conclusion is confirmed by nothing more perfectly than the 
revealed Divine intervention into earth history in connection 
with Noah’s Flood. 





The Shaping of the Earth’s Modern Geography 


Unless a geologist, particularly one who professes to be- 
lieve in God, is prepared to count on God who actively 
intervenes in earthly affairs as the Bible distinctly teaches, he 
will not understand the subsequent events on earth during the 
period represented by Tertiary deposits. After the relatively 
tranquil first century that was largely equivalent to most of the 
Mesozoic of conventional usage of the term, we now find the 
crust of our globe increasingly brought under the influence of 
horizontal movements with fracturing and folding, eroding 
and erupting on an unprecedented scale. That these things did 
happen is not under dispute. However, it is not generally 
appreciated that they happened within less than two centuries. 
Biblical proof for this is found in Genesis 10:25. Here it states 
that in the days of Peleg the earth was divided. Peleg lived 
from 101 to 340 “post Diluvium” according to Genesis 11:18- 
19, 1.e. even into the beginning of the Ice Age. 

Wecannotenter here into the geological details that support 
the conviction that the ‘Tertiary’ indeed lasted less than 200 
years (see Scheven,1988). Instead, one of the empirically 
established facts may be singled out. The vast deposits of 
Tertiary brown coal of Central Europe did not grow in place, 
but represent gigantic dumps of pre-Flood land vegetation that 
drifted into subsiding depressions bounded by parallel faults 


(German graben) over a matter of months or at most years. 


One of the many proofs for this is seen in the tree stumps 


standing in the coal without spreading roots that should be 
expected if they had grown there in situ. A Tertiary of this 
sort, although longer than the Jurassic or the Cretaceous, is 
very far from having lasted approximately 63 million years, as 
claimed in textbooks. 

The Ice Age is not revealed in Scripture because there is 
plain physical evidence of its having existed. The necessity 
of its concluding the violent changes of the Tertiary in terms 
of physics can be worked out by the human mind independ- 
ently. A simple exercise of thought will demonstrate that a 
‘slow’ glaciation is scientifically impossible: the rate of fro- 
zen precipitation falling on the land must exceed the rate of 
melting. The slowing down of the latter that is required for 
the accumulation of ice cannot have been achieved by a 
cooling of the climate because that would also have slowed 
down the turnover within the atmospheric water cycle. To 
speed up the latter, a much greater amount of additional heat 
per unit time would be required. This heat can only have come 
from below, namely when hot parts of the deeper crust rose 
and were brought into contact with the sea during the rapid 
changes of the Tertiary! 








The Past is the Key to the Future 


Biblical Earth History is more than a concept to describe the 
geological events of the past in reasonable terms. It also takes 
into account the future. Prophecy of both the Old and New 
Testament abounds with predictions concerning the geologi- 
_ cal changes that will accompany the return of Christ to this 
earth. Unbelief has long barricaded itself behind the notions 
of historical geology as to the age of the earth. As we have 
seen, these notions were wholly mistaken. In spite of this state 
of affairs, the evil servant will continue to say, “my master is 
delaying his coming”, in his idle belief that the End will be as 
distant as, he imagines, the Beginning has been. The visible 
testimony of the destroyed former world and of the recuper- 
ating stages of the present one should bring us to our senses. 
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Glossary 
Allochthonous 
Autochthonous 
Dolerite 


Efflorescence 
Epicontinental 
Glossopteris 
Permineralise 


Phanerozoic 


Rotliegendes 
Seatearth 
Sessile 
Stromatolite 
Syncline 
Talus 

Vug 


Zechstein 


Transported before deposition 
Grown in place before burial 
A rock type of volcanic origin 


A formation of salt crystals on drying sur- 
faces 


Seas spread over parts of continental plates 


A fern that is the predominant constituent of 
many coal deposits in the southern hemi- 
sphere 


The process by which each cell of an organ- 
ism 1s filled with crystalline mineral matter 


The period of geological time represented 
by rocks containing fossils with hard shells 
or bones, lasting to the present day 


(German) The lower division of the Per- 
mian in Central Europe 


The root-traversed layer under a carbonif- 
erous coal seam 


Fixed to a substrate, eg used of oysters fixed 
on rocks 


Petrified algal coating of ancient and mod- 
ern intertidal surface 


Crustal depression or area of subsidence 
with beds dipping inwards on either side 


Debris that accumulates at the foot of a 
disintegrating slope 


An empty space between loosely packed 
fossil organisms that compose a rock 


(German) The upper division of the Per- 
mian of Central Europe, equivalent to the 
Magnesian Limestone of Britain 
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Reviews 


Lessons From Mount St. Helens - A Video 
Shortly to be distributed by BCS for ICR 


Reviewed by P. Senior 


I am indebted to Professor John Rendle-Short of the Aus- 
tralian Creation Science Foundation for the opportunity to go 
over a copy of the tape in some detail. 


A Lesson from Physics 


Please bear with me while I establish a precedent. Towards 
the end of the last century the electron was discovered. In the 
same period there was an air of complacency that Newtonian 
physics had the world firmly under control, with merely some 
tidying up to do here and there. Unfortunately, the manner in 
which electrons are emitted from a metal when light is shone 
upon it (the photoelectric effect) could not be explained using 
‘Classical’ principles. Soon this problem, and one or two 
others such as ‘the ultraviolet catastrophe in black body 
radiation’, gave rise to the Quantum Theory, which along with 
Relativity has revolutionised our view of the world in this 
century. Thus physicists have learned that the whole frame- 
work of a discipline may have to be revised in the light of what 
initially seems to be a minor effect. 


A Lesson from ‘Mother Nature’? 


In 1980 Mount St. Helens erupted in the north west United 
States. Compared with many historical eruptions, and the 
remains of prehistoric ones, it was a small affair. It released 
in one second the energy equivalent to the atomic bomb 
dropped on Hiroshima, and continued at this rate for nine 
hours. Subsequently there were mud-flows and intermittent 
activity for several years. A geologist by the name of Dr. 
Steven Austin has made an extensive study of the event, and 
the effects that he has uncovered are a challenge to uniformi- 
tarian assumptions in the Earth Sciences, just as the photoelec- 
tric effect was to Classical Physics. 


A Lesson in Experimental Technique 


The Institute for Creation Research (ICR) in California has 
produced a video of the evidence collected by Dr. Austin from 
many different agencies. It is all the more important in that it 
illustrates the only way in which a transient occurrence can be 
rigorously studied. One needs to be making observations 
before, during and after the event, in order to properly corre- 
late all the data. Usually in doing so one realises that there was 
a particular measurement that wasn’t taken, that would have 
answered a question that the other data has thrown up. One 
resolves to add it to the observations next time, and hopes that 
there will be a next time. 

There were three main phenomena that should make us 
reconsider some of the accepted wisdom as to Uniformitarian- 
ism: 


a) Stratain Hours - The initial blast of ash and small debris, 
propelled by superheated steam, rapidly settled out to give 
deep finely layered bedding, despite initial violent turbulence. 


b) Canyons in Days - A subsequent mud flow cut a 
formation which is widely referred to as ‘a one fortieth scale 
model of the Grand Canyon.’ Similarities in structure have 
lead to others questioning the conventional theory that the 
Colarado River cut the Grand Canyon over long time-scales. 
It now seems likely that a similar but much larger scale 
catastrophy was responsible. 


c) Forests in Weeks - Spirit Lake to the north of the volcano 
was soon half-covered with a floating mat of some million 
trees. Beneath this, thousands of logs with heavy root struc- 
tures are floating vertically in the water. They become 
waterlogged, sink at different times, and are covered by 
rapidly accumulating sediment. As the deposits deepen, an 
appearance of discrete forest layers being buried in situ is 
developing. 





Yellowstone Park formations are the result of similar but 
much larger scale catastrophism. One cliff is said to show 27 
similar petrified forest layers, one on top of another. Each 
contains mature trees, and it is thus said it must have taken 
hundreds of thousands of years for all these forests to grow and 
be repeatedly destroyed by burial. This interpretation is 
frequently used to argue against a young Earth. Examining the 
roots of the Spirit Lake trees revealed that they do not taper to 
fine ends, but end abruptly, having been torn out of the ground. 
Dr. Austin dug up the roots of Yellowstone Park petrified trees 
and found the same damage. The trees did not grow where 
they now stand. (How long will it be before the Yellowstone 
Park information displays are changed, one wonders’). 


The Style of the Presentation 


The format of the programme is very much that of a lecture 
with slides. Dr. Austin appears in the top right of the picture 
giving his commentary, whilst the rest of the screen shows a 
series of photographs and diagrams. He moves a light-spot 
around the main scene whenever a feature needs to be pointed 
out. The tape lasts for approximately an hour and works 
towards an evangelical message at the end. Some of the 
pictures remain on the screen a little too long, and his com- 
mentary struggles somewhat at these points, but the content is 
too striking for this to detract from the overall message. 


Obtaining a Copy 


The BCS has obtained the licence to distribute the video in 
this country. Some people have sent to America for it, only 
to find that despite it being on VHS format, it would not play 
ona UK machine. We will be producing PAL VHS tapes from 
a high quality 3/4" master videotape, to ensure compatibility. 
Its cost is still to be worked out, but further information will 
be available from our Rugby PO Box. 








The Sufficiency of Scripture 

Noel Weeks 

Banner of Truth Trust, Edinburgh 1988,309pp, 
£9.95. 

Reviewed by Rev. William Still 


Noel Weeks on ‘The Sufficiency of Scripture’ is refreshing 
because he deals with areas of modern debate which preoc- 
cupy many who still want to call themselves evangelical while 
admitting reservations on the authority of the Scriptures on 
scientific, historical or ethical questions. The book aims to 
show that such reservations are unnecessary. 

It begins not with points of contention, but with a stated 
case. The Bible does not say everything: it provides a code for 
human conduct without being a ‘multi-volume’ covering 
every conceivable situation. Its mode of teaching is a mixture 
of general truths and specifics rather than aiming at compre- 
hensive detail. 


Nor is it always concerned with mathematical precision, 
although it would be fallacious to assume that where there is 
no specific command, there is no teaching on the subject. The 
author admits that the argument from lack of detail is not new, 
and points out that it was surely this that drove the Pharisees 
to provide a long list of the traditions of the elders alongside 
the Scriptures. 

The Bible does not seek to prove all its truth logically, but 
pronounces authoritatively because there is a serenity about 
divine logic even when there appears to be a divine careless- 
ness about loose ends, which is different from mathematical 
accuracy. It has its own proofs which touch the conscience as 
well as the mind, and appeals to standards of probity, symme- 
try and balance which afford an almost architectural concept 
of the Bible as the Word of God. 

As to the account of creation, its simple prose should be 
received as written, reverently remaining within the text, since 
as the apostle Paul says, nature displays the eternal power and 
Deity. But while accounts of creation in the New Testament 
as well as the Old are to be taken literally, the interpretation of 
prophecy involves the acceptance and understanding of im- 
agery and metaphor. 

The role of women in the Church has to be regulated by 
creation ordinance, and the author painstakingly compares | 
Corinthians 11 and 14. Slavery is dealt with extensively and 
sensitively; the worship and government of the Church; the 
hazards of ‘advances’ in psychology; rabbinic exegesis in the 
New Testament; the unacceptableness of pseudepigraphy; the 
limits of freedom; the political and social task of the Church 
and matters of Bible translation. 

For the believer in the plenary inspiration and infallible 
truth of the Word of God, this book is 4 repository of careful 
and cogent argument with lengthy discussion in many areas of 
modern debate. It could be regarded as a compendium for 
reference on debatable questions, while at the same time 
taking a sovereign attitude to the Scriptures which is satisfying 
to those who believe them to be true in action, because the 
Holy Spirit bears witness to their faithful acceptance and 
declaration by the conversion and edification of souls. 

An interesting point about revelation over against special 
revelation, as in Psalm 19:1-5; Romans 1:18-20; Acts 14:15- 
17, is that God’s eternal power and Deity revealed therein pin 
us down to Scriptural authority just as much as on religious or 
spiritual matters. 

This is finely dealt with in an illuminating discussion of the 


Lord’s questioning of Job and his ultimate humility and 
repentance. Such submission to the commands of God as 
one’s sole authority must mean that we never seek authority 
in creation itself. That could lead, among other things, to the 
denial of miracle. Creation would thereby become ‘a law unto 
itself? and God would be ‘resisted as an intruder.’ 

Indeed, although the commands of God are generally 
regular, He reserves the right to change things, as at the Flood, 
long past, and concerning the fire at the end of the age, as in 
2 Peter 3. Weeks draws attention to Paul’s word to Timothy 
(2 Timothy 3:17) that the Scriptures are given to furnish aman 
“for every good work”, and the word ‘every’ is to be taken 
seriously. 





The Life and Death of Charles Darwin 

by L.R.Croft 

Elmwood Publications, Chorley, UK 1989, 138pp, 
£7.95 

Reviewed by D.C.C.Watson 


Most biographies of Darwin are saccharine-sweet offerings 
of adulation. This one is different, yet by no means unsym- 
pathetic. Having used his scientific expertise to establish 
special creation (How Life Began, 1988, L.R.Croft) the author 
now researches documentary evidence to probe the psychol- 
ogy of Darwin. The early chapters examine his obsession 
with priority over other naturalists and also his health disor- 
ders. However, the attention of the reader will inevitably focus 
on the final chapters in which Croft makes out a very strong 
case for Darwin’s conversion to Christianity and repudiation 
of his own theory. 

A word of caution here. Obviously the truth of a scientific 
theory does not depend on opinion, not even the opinion of its 
author. So even if Darwin did recant, that does not disprove 
evolution. However, Croft shows that there are three distinct 
lines of evidence pointing in the same direction. 

1. The evidence of Lady Hope, who visited him 6 months 
before his death. Her identity is clearly established - a 
general’s daughter, an admiral’s wife and a well-known 
Christian worker of unimpeachable integrity. Her testimony 
to Darwin’s faith cannot be gainsaid, as she confirmed the 
story forty years later to F. Booth-Tucker of the Salvation 
Army. 

2. The evidence of Darwin’s servants, several of whom 
were converted to Christ two years before he died. One nursed 
him through his last illness and quoted him as saying: “How 
I wish I had not expressed my theory of evolution as I have 
done.” 

3. The evidence of Darwin’s daughter, Henrietta, whose 
strenuous and exaggerated denial of Lady Hope’s story, forty 
years after the event, is shown to be riddled with errors. It 
looks as though the family were desperately anxious to sup- 
press any whisper of recantation. On the other hand, was 
Darwin ashamed to tell his family, but not ashamed to confide 
in a stranger (Lady Hope) and in servants whom he knew were 
believers? 


By painstaking research, Dr Croft has put together a very 
convincing reconstuction of events. Darwin’s experience 
should be a lesson to many who today attempt to wed “science 
falsely so called” with Scripture. Doubt about Creation leads 
to doubt about revelation; faith in Genesis is a natural corol- 
lary of faith in Jesus. 
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How Life Began 
by L.R.Croft 
Evangelical Press, 1988, 176pp, £4.95 paperback 


Reviewed by Sheena Eisaks 


This book provides a powerful challenge to the prevailing 
naturalistic view of origins, such as the idea that life arose out 
of a primeval soup. It is aimed especially at young students, 
amongst whom these ideas are widespread. It is worthy of 
more general readership too, however. It provides a useful 
introduction to the various current ideas on origins, including 
the latest ones gaining ground, such as vital clays, and essen- 
tial technical terms are very well explained. 

The search for the origin of life is traced back to ancient 
Greeks such as Anaximander, who believed that life arose 
from mud exposed to the sun. This theory of ‘spontaneous 
generation’ laid to rest a century ago, is now back with us, in 
the guise of ‘chemical evolution’! Croft denounces this as 
‘gross materialism,’ demonstrated by its inception in the 
writings of Oparin, a Russian Marxist and Haldane, a militant 
atheist. 

Croft then discusses a number of important criticisms of 
the theory of evolution at the biochemical level. He talks of a 

‘small cottage industry of primeval soup workers busily 

creating new concoctions.” | 

He discusses the problem of laboratory syntheses, such as 
Miller’s production of amino acids in 1953, where tarry ‘goos’ 
were produced, in contrast to the pure starting materials 
demanded for production of complex organic molecules such 
as nucleic acids. Also, soup simulations fail to produce the 
kinds of amino acids essential to life. 

Other alternatives are explored, such as panspermia - the 
idea that life on earth arrived from outer space. We are shown 
that merely shifting the problem toouter space solves nothing. 
If some alien civilisation did seed life here which subse- 
quently evolved, Croft challenges, they would now be over 3 
billion years more developed; surely they would have sent a 
more sophisticated package since? Might life have come 
from meteorites? Croft suggests how biochemicals in mete- 
orites probably arose from contamination in the upper atmos- 
phere by pollen grains which were picked up ‘en route’ to 
earth. 

In Darwin’s day, the cell was seen merely as a blob of jelly, 
SO it was easy to speculate on its inanimate origin. In recent 
years, however, molecular biology has revealed the cell to be 
highly complex. It is in this realm that Croft develops a 
powerful argument for design. For instance, 

“Even within the simplest cell it 1s estimated that there 
are at least 2,000 different chemical reactions occurring 
simultaneously to give an interlocking circuitry which 
we call life. Every one of these 2,000 reactions is 
precisely controlled by an enzyme molecule.” 

Elsewhere he adds, 

“The cell is programmed to manufacture a particular 
protein at precisely the moment it is required. Thus the 
cells of the eye lens, during its formation, make a series 
of proteins that result in a precise graduation of refractive 
index across the entire organ. An artificial plastic 
lens, for instance, has a uniform refractive index and so is 
inferior to a natural one.” 

To some evolutionists, Croft’s style may be provocative. 
For example: Oparin’s coacervates are described as a “will of 
the wisp, a scientific hoax of the greatest magnitude.” Hal- 


dane was “carried away by his ideology into cloud-cuckoo 
land.”” Dawkins and Cairns-Smith are “entombed in a web of 
their own conceit.” 

So this book should be placed in the hands of those who hold 
to evolution with caution! 

Croft also slips into problems with tautology. His final con- 
clusion, “special creation is now a fact “ rests upon presuppo- 
sitions based upon the creation account. We cannot prove 
what is assumed. Molecular biology of itself cannot reveal 
design to us. Design invokes purpose and meaning and an 
explanation of origins - all of which are beyond empirical 
science. 

These problems aside, Croft provides us with a visionary 
perspective of design in this book. Molecular biology begs 
such an analysis, as more and more of the marvellous intrica- 
cies of the cell are unravelled. We should be shouting these 
ideas from the roof tops. This book is a valuable tool towards 
that end. 





Word Biblical Commentary Genesis 1-15 
by Gordon J.Wenham 

Word Books, Waco, Texas, 1987, 353pp 
Reviewed by D.C.C.Watson 


This is an academic commentary written for theological 
students rather than ordinary Christians. Many pages are 
devoted to the JEPD hypothesis (that of four different hypo- 
thetical authors for the first five books of the Bible): it was dis- 
appointing to find no such defence of the Mosaic authorship 
as used to be standard among evangelical scholars fifty years 
ago. Wenham is more concerned that we should weigh all 
possible views, rather than adopt any particular one. 

However, this ‘neutral’ attitude is markedly absent from the 
section on Genesis 1-3 where he follows Henri Blocher’s 
exposition (In the Beginning, IVP, 1984) which is heavily 
biased against creationism. Wenham also considers that 
passages of Scripture that have been constructed using a 
particular pattern, with repetitions etc, cannot be literally true. 
So without examination, he dismisses the traditional interpre- 
tation, and refutes all attempts to relate these chapters to the 
real world of geology, biology and anthropology. Science, we 
are told, is ‘complementary’ to Scripture. This approach 
raises many problems, not least that of the conflicting view of 
man: an ascending ape according to the evolutionists and a 
fallen creature according to Scripture. 

In my opinion, “the best in evangelical scholarship” (pub- 
lisher’s remark) is better applied to Calvin’s or Leupold’s 
commentaries or ‘The Genesis Record’ by Henry Morris. 








An Evolutionary Perspective of the Knee 

by F. Scott and M.D. Dye 

Journal of Bone and Joint Surgery (1987) 69A, 
976-983 

Reviewed by Professor V. Wright MD, FRCP 


Dr Dye, an orthopaedic surgeon from San Francisco, has 
examined fossil femora, tibiae and fibulae (the bones of the 
leg) of representative extinct species, in collaboration with 
vertebrate palaeontologists in the American Museum of Natu- 
ral History at New York, the Museum of Comparative Zool- 
ogy at Harvard University and the California Academy of 
Sciences in San Francisco. He has also dissected knees of 
representative extinct species of tetrapods. Dr Dye starts from 
an evolutionary model and comes to the conclusion that the 
complex asymmetric design of the human knee is ancient in 
origin. He believes distinctive characteristics of this design 
were well established more than 300 million years ago. As 
often with this type of approach much is speculative. He relies 
on the elaborate reconstruction of the ligaments of the knee of 
Eryops (which he believes to be the common ancestor of all 
living reptiles, birds and mammals), but acknowledges “the 
actual fossil evidence for the reconstruction is tenuous.” 

His conclusions are particularly interesting for the creation- 
ist. He comments, “Despite the overall similarity of the design 
of the knee in tetrapods, no ideal animal model for the human 
knee is available. For example, sheep and dogs have knees 
that are habitually loaded in flexion. Humans are the only 
known species that has knees that are habitually loaded in 
extension, and that walks with a functional bipedal gait. The 
animal nearest to this is the bear.”” To the reviewer, it appeared 
another interesting example of the uniqueness of man in the 
animal kingdom, which fits a creation model better than an 
evolutionary hypothesis. 


The Age of the Earth = The Age of Man 
D C C Watson 


In trying to bring the Genesis account into line with the 
secular opinion as to the age of the Earth and Universe, some 
would say there was a considerable gap in time between the 
creation of the Earth and the creation of man. What follows 
is a brief consideration of some passages in Scripture which 
would not support this view. 

In several places the Bible refers to something as being 
“from the foundation of the earth” (Matthew 13:35, Luke 
11:50, Hebrews 4:3 and 9:26 for example). These references 
imply that man is as old as the earth. If five thousand million 
years intervened between the between the foundation of the 
world and the creation of Adam, why did Christ not say, “from 
the beginning of the human race?” The passages assume that 
sin began at practically the same time as the foundation of the 
world. 

The references to the beginning of creation clearly imply 
that there was a rational creature, i.e. man, alive and able to 
perceive God’s power ever since the creation of the world. In 
the Bible, the word ‘tribulation’ is always and only used in 
connection with human suffering. Therefore, the verse cannot 
refer to ‘natural’ disasters. This verse assumes that troubles 
came upon man not long after the creation of the world. 

Job 15:7 (‘Art thou the first man that was born? Or wast 
thou brought forth before the hills?”) uses Hebrew parallelism. 
The same concept is expressed in two different ways in 
successive sentences. Thus here it implies that the first man 
was ‘born’ or created before the hills. 





Creation in the News 





One Lump or Two? 


An object interpreted as being the most distant yet ob- 
served, and therefore the most ancient, 1s causing problems for 
Big Bang theorists, as is the largest structure yet observed. 

The newly discovered quasar PC1 158+4635, has a red shift 
of 4.73 (previous record 4.43). This implies objects con- 
densed out ‘only’ 1.5 billion years after the Big Bang. However, 
the 3 Kelvin cosmic background radiation, distributed evenly 
in all directions, 1s interpreted as indicating that the localised 
‘lumps’ that expanded out to our observed distribution of 
galaxies and quasars didn’t occur until much later. 

A ‘Great Wall’ of thousands of galaxies, at least 500 million 
light years across in the form of a ‘crumpled membrane’, now 
qualifies as the largest structure ever seen in the Universe. 
When extrapolated back in time, this constitutes another 
major lump in the early Universe which conflicts with the 
smooth 3 degrees Absolute background ‘temperature’, across 
the whole sky. 
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Correspondence 


Can Christian Parents Cope With Creation? 
B.W. Grantham-Hill | 


“Mummy, teacher told us today that we were once up in the 
trees!” Gasp...Well, what do you do when confronted with this 
delightful introduction to the evening meal? 

The majority of Christian parents are faced with numerous 
questions from their children as they grow up. Ideas about 
dinosaurs are put over quite early on, whilst in their teenage 
years, evolution is presented as a fact in so many subjects that 
it can positively overwhelm school children and they can be 
finally mesmerised by it before they go to college or univer- 
sity. Can anything be done for this large section of the 
Christian population? Need they flounder and put off the 
inevitable hour when they are faced with the conflict between 
Biblical inerrancy and the theory of evolution, possibly hav- 
ing to admit that they are not too sure about things? Perhaps 
you want to blame a Christian teacher at school or your church 
leaders for not organising more teaching on this topic, but you 
are the parent and your child trusts you to provide sensible 
answers every time. Are you aware of what your children are 
being taught on this subject at school? It is important for you 
to tell them the Biblical truth on this as on any other topic. 
When did you last read the first 11 chapters of Genesis right 
through? Any doubts or problems? Devote a few hours to 
regular study and find the tremendous strengthening that it can 
provide for your faith in the Creator Himself, our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

What do you have in the family library on Creation? Have 
you anything at all? The Biblical Creation Society (UK), The 
Creation Science Movement (UK), the Institute for Creation 
Research (USA) and the Creation Science Foundation (Aus- 
tralia) would all be delighted to supply advice and book lists. 
But please do not expect your child to wade through thick 
books for adults. You need to understand these things and be 
able to explain them! In addition, you can borrow tapes for 





Comment 


The wine at the wedding at Cana was miraculously formed 
from water by the same person of the Trinity who created the 
material universe. Those who declared it ‘the best wine’, 
might have pictured in their minds grapes being picked to 
make it many years beforehand. Similarly, astronomers try to 
wind back the universe past the point in time at which the Lord 
created it ina condition suitable to sustain life. We should not 
be surprised when honest science at a high level reports that 
things do not fit together well under these conditions. We 
should object, on the other hand, when the popularisers of 
science try to make out that the Big Bang concept is as 
consistent and reliable as atomic theory for instance. The 
common man’s conscience is lulled off to sleep by stories of 
a self-creating Universe, with no final responsibility to a 
Creator. 


children from Christian libraries at minimum cost. Get them 
interested in the true facts about dinosaurs, disillusion them 
about Adam being an ape-man! Do they know what really 
happened when the Flood came and the ark floated away? 
A paper for children on creation is also produced. ‘Our 
World’ is splendid reading for your youngsters and their 
friends at school and Creation videos are also available . 


Some Useful Addresses for Christian Parents 


The Biblical Creation Society, PO Box 22, Rugby, Warwick- 
shire, CV22 7SY (publishers of the journal ‘Origins,’ books 
and pamphlets; AVA slides/tapes; cassette lectures). 


The Creation Science Movement (CSM), (formerly the Evo- 
lution Protest Movement) 50 Brecon Avenue, Cosham, 
Portsmouth, Hants, PO6 2AW (publishers of the journal 
‘Creation,’ pamphlets and cassettes). | 


The Creation Resources Trust, (formerly the Somerset Crea- 
tionist Group) Mead Farm, Downhead, West Camel, Near 
Yeovil, Somerset, BA22 7RQ (publishers of ‘Our World’ for 
children, Fact Sheets, Newsletters and cassettes, slide/com- 
mentaries and videos of CSM). 


Torbay Christian Creation Topics and TCCT AVA Services, 
Lower Park, 9 Courtland Road, Torquay, Devon, TQ2 6JU 
(Creation Information Sheets, cassette library and Informa- 
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